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Abstract

In the development of the Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) a po-
tentially ambiguous phrase "more desirable in American society", was used

in the final item sefection. To clarify whether subjects tended to

‘interpret this phrase normatively or prescriptively, a sample of 432

college men and women used the items (of the BSRI to describe either
a typicai (rormative), desirable (as in the Bem},‘or jdeal (theLﬁﬁe-
scriptive should) man or woman. The results indi:até.that the items
selected by Bem seem to répresent what subjéctsiéé?ieve’shau1d charac-

terize a woman or man in éur society rather than what - -typically

 describes them. The ambiguity of the term “desirable" appears to be

unique to females describing a woman's masculinity where "desirable"

corresponds neither to normative nor prescriptive definitions. Moreover,

recommendations are made for using the masculine and feminine components

of the androgyny score in addition to the andrag&ﬁy score itself.



Purpose

The Bem Sex Role Invenﬁ@ry (Bem, 1974) appears té be a highly

welcomed instrument to both applied and'academicipsychaiagistsg being
the first of its kind to treat masculinity and femininity as conceptuaily
independent dimensions as QPPDSEdﬁtD the traditionally single, biﬁe1ér
one (Censtartineple 1973). The heuristic value of the Iﬂ?éﬁtﬁfy is
already be1ng demoristrated through the work of Bem (1975) and athers
(e.q., Hil11, Note 1)}.

' Although we Faﬁnd the Bem Sex Role Inventary (BSRI) to be useful
in 6ur own research (Deut§cﬁ &rGiibert, in press; Giibert. Sfrahan, &
Deutsch, Note 2), a phrase used in its item selection, "more desirable in
‘Americaﬁ Society", was of concern (Strahan,1975). More specifically,
the final set of items for the Masculinity and Femininity scales were
selected by asking subjects to judge whether each itémxwas!“méreAdesirabfe'
in American society for one sék>tﬁan the'ather,“ using a 7-point scale

that ranged from | (not at all desirable) to 7 (extremely desirable).

'Each judge rated the desirability "for a man"-or "for-a woman." Those

items that were judged as significantly more desirab!e far one sex than
for the cher were aSSIQﬂEd tn %he two SEE1ES

Ve were unclear as to whether Bem's subgects genera11y cnnstrued
this phrase p?escrﬂpt1v2=y or normati vely--and whether individual subjects
differed in their constructions. That is, when. tne subqects were judging

o o stocdpeit of ﬁ“‘“mi‘i fé L\?

each chnracteristig{ were thay th1pk1ng of what)ideally shauld ehafftterize
a woman or man.iﬁ our society, or were they thinking qf whatlshauid charac-
terize a woman br man in order that she or he conform té social norms.

L



be (and be able to be) "ambitious." At the same time, one might 3159
‘S HI&&F&; H*
consider it des1rab1gl 313%n the nature of our present society, that, -
either for her own good or society's, or both, it is not desirable for -
a woman to be ambitious. 7
¢ In an attempt to provide clarification on this paint; subjeéts
were asked to use the BSRI items to rate a=typi¢éi, ideal, or desirable-

{in parallel to.the development of the BSRI) woman or man.

__—~ Method

Subjects and Gesign
""" - 432

During Januarﬂ, i§?5 female and male 1ntr0“uctgry psychnlﬁgy
»{

students completed a sex role inventory in return for caursergrediti

Male and female stuéents were each randomly éséigned to a single cell
ina?2 (Subjéét Sex) by 2 (Target Sex) by 3 (anditinh)lfactarial design.
Subjects were'runiin croups of five to fifteen individuals, with no in-

teraction perﬁitted among subjects.

’Séx,ﬂqie:;gyentaﬁy

The BSRI's (Bem, 1974} items were used, zﬂﬁ%armiﬁg the Femininity-
(F) scale, and 20 the Masculinity (M) sca1e.. The F and M scales were -
each divided by 20, the number of items comprising these scales, so that
scores would be in térms of the seven-point item format (1, not at all |
true, to 7, extremely true). Other méasures derived from the BSRI

7 o
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were (a) the Androgyny difference score (F-M), Femininity scale écare
minus Mascu]inity'scale écafa“énd (b) the Androgyny t-ratio, the Androgyny
difference score divided by a term reflecting the variability of a éubject‘s
item- rat1ngs w1th1n each of the Fennrnnityand Masculinity seaies It |
should be noted that results from the Androgyny t-ratio are not repgrted
here: Previous criticism of this measure (Strahan, 1975) as well as the
finding in this study that two subjects had out-of-the-distribution t
and vefy small ﬁariabiiity scores) fcrmed the‘basis for this decision.}
In general, the Androgyny t-ratio and Androgyﬁy diffeveéﬁa score were-
found to be highly carre1ated (r ranged from .92 to 99) and to yield . |
similar results. »

The instructions for each of the three aéministra%iye conditions
of the sex-role i:inventory paraiTeied;as closely as p@SSibiéVthe.warding
used by Bemi\ériefiyg these_instfuctinnSVNEPE: o

Typical: Describe what a typical woman (man) in our society is like.

Qesifablg! Describe what is desirab?e for a woman (man) in our
sac1ety |

E'Idea1 Describe what a woman (man) in our society should be 1ike

‘Each subaect compieted the BSRI under one set QF 1n5tructiens for either

a man or a woman.

N Results

Tests of Means
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Although the design of this study was in factorial analysis of
variance Fﬂfm%t, such analysis was not seen as aptimai'Fﬁr the purposes
of means analysis. A priori inferest lay, within each Subject Sex-
Target Sex combination, %n comparisens among the thrée administrative
Conditions, rather than in examination of main effects and interactions.
(A1though Subject Sex and Target Sex means withih.each:anditisn were
also compared, these findings are ﬁot reported here.as they are taﬁgential
to the purposes stated ear!ier:) Consequently, cémparisons amang means
were made directly. In recognition of the collective alpha error problem
posed by so many cgmparisané; Tukeyis Honest Significant Difference (HSD)
-method was used rather than ordinary t-tests. | » 4

Notwithstanding this analytic rationale, facterié1 analysis of
variance were nevertheless éﬁmputed, in order to obtain conveniently
ervor terms for the Tukey comparisons and for the benefit of readers
viho mﬁght wish them aQai]abie_ ’Subjécts were nearly equa1Ain number
in each of the 12 cells (34 to 36), and unweighted means analyses were

performed.

The Androgyny ﬁiffgrencgﬁsccrerandfﬁ;sAstpanenﬁg

FQ?”thexAndregyﬁy difference score, Subject Sex and Target Sex
were significant (respectively, F (1, 417) = 15.29, p £.001, and
F(1,417) & 289.54, p £.001, as were the Target Sex by Condition inter-
action, F (2, 417) = 12.54, p £.001, and Subject Séxby Target Sex,
E (1, 417) = £.72, p <.01. 'Tﬁe tripie’yinteract’ian, ‘Subject Sex b_y

,_7
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B

p <.05. The mean vaTues are portrayed in Figure 1.

Compariég across the three conditions, Tukey's HSD procedure showed
the following results (here and throughout the results section differences
are significant beyond at least the .DS i§§é1); Females rated a man
as typically lower in F-M than either how he should be or than is desirable.
They also felt that a woman should be lower in F-M than either she typicaij

is or than is desirable. For male subjects, on the other. hand, no dif-

ferences were found in the ratings for the three conditions for either a }

man or a woman suggesting that thE'typica1 desirab?e, and ideal man are
women in the feminjne direction. (F-M > +.5).
Clarification of these F-M findings was sought through examination

of the separate Femininity and Masculinity variables (Figure 2). For

.Femininity, Target Sex and Condition were highTy significant, respectively,

E (1, 417) = 154.98, p <.001, and F (2, 817) = 26.32, p <.001. The irter-
action between these factors was significant as well, 5!(2; 417) = 9.50, h

p <.001.

In contrast to the findings reported fér F-M, comparisons across
the three conditions found: (a) the sexes to be in agreement. that a man .

.
(T
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typically is lower in F than he should he or than is éesirabie. and (E)
male subjects felt it desirable for a woman to be higher in F than
~typically she is. It may be of importance to note one further canirast:.
The striking difference which appeared between Fema]es‘ F-M ratings*cfpégj ﬂ
ideal woman, on the one hand, and their typical and desir;51§ ratings,
on the other, were not apparent on the F dimension. Their fatiﬁgs of
F for a typical, desirable, and idea]lwamaﬂ Wé?é not statistically dif-
ferent.
A more complex pattern wés seen for Masculinity (M). Here all
three main effects were significant: Subject Sex, F (1, 417) = 4p.49,
p £.001, Target Sex;lg (1, 417) = 146.48, p <.001, and Condition,
F (2, 417) = 31.84, p <.001. Target Sex by Condition aiso reacréd'sign-iﬁ-
cance, F (2, 417) = 4.66, p <.001. ;
Again in ;aﬁtrast to the findings for F-M,’;omparisens across the
three ccndjtiaﬁs found: (a) male subjects to viéﬁ a mén typically lower
in M than is desirable and than he should be and ib) both male and female
subjects to view a woman typically less masculine tﬁan is desirable and

than she should be.

Results and Discussion
What does "desirable" mean to cc]1ége'students when applied to
the rc1e descriptions of a woman and a man? Far ﬁa1e subjects'(Figure é)j
desirable was generally comparable to should in Fatings_af the M and F

characteristics for both a woman and a man. Hence, for males, the term

9
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"desirabie" apbears-té represent how a person should be rather than how

a person typically is. This same interpretation appears to be true for
female subjects' rating of a man. For females' ratingssgf a woman, however,
the picture becomes 1ess c1ear- desirable feminine cha?aﬁterisfies are
not very unlike either the typ1ca1 or the should whereas desirable masculine.
characteristics. differ s1gn1f1cant1y from thase Qf both the other con- |
ditions, with desirable occupying an 1ntermediate PDS[t?Dﬂ be;yggn the

1deal (hjghei)lyﬂjﬂizmﬂlsxfr;nm mm‘dﬂ

Apparent1y, then,lco11ege students pa ticularly ma1esg tend
to 1nterpretf"des1rab1e" to mean “should" rather than "typical". Thus
the items se]ected by Bem seem to represent what subjects be11eve shau1d
characterize a wgﬁan and a man in our sec1ety rather than ‘what -z
' typically descr1bes them. Second the ambiguity of the term “desirabTe"
appears to be unique to females describing a woman's masculinity where
“desirable" corresponds neither to normative nor preéériﬁtive!definitiﬁgs.
We hope future researgﬁers will be mihdfui of these findings 5ﬂ interﬁréting
results from the BSRI. | o

A second issue‘regardihg interpretation of the ESR;>ssares is péiﬁteé
up by our re§u1tss—the importance of investigating the individual M and F
cémponents of the Androgyny score as wei1 as the Androgyny score itseif.
Cgﬁparisan of the F-M means across the three cgnﬂitians'(Figure 1) pfesents
a somewhat different picture from- Cﬁmparisans of the individual F and M

vmeans (Figure 2). In cantrast to the f1ndings summar1zed abave, for F—M
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fi&e’see that for males describing.either a man or a vioman najdiFFE?éncesf

are apparent, whereas for Fema}és:desirab1e is comparable to ideéi
’Féraman, but coﬁparabTe’ to typical 'F:m" a’waman

In canc1u51on, our resu]ts provide greater clarity to what the .

BSRI purports to measure and pa1nt up the uti1ity of using the mascuiine_.

t and feminine components of the Androgyny difference score jn addition

to the Androgyny score itself.
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O——————0 FEMALES RATING A WOMAN
O = = O - MALES RATING A WOMAN
® FEMALES RATING A MAN

§—==—--—@ MALES RATING A MAN

+1-

Mean ltem Androgyny Difference Score -

3 = ] = p—
N
’ L

TYPICAL.
IDEAL |

_ DESIRABLE |

Fi gure 1. Mean item va'lues of the Andmg,yny difference, score for a ‘woman
and a man. Higher values, regardiess of sign, are associated with greater
 Sex-typing. HSD = Tukey 5" Honest Significant Differ‘ence.
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